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The accumulation of knowledge in the artistic field is a form of
ch. Artists carry our research about the reality that surrounds
m, about themselves, abour their instruments of work, and about
the complex nerworks linking these.
Subjects like poetics, aesthetics and composition — with their inter-
tive and empathic views on art — have been well established in uni-
ies for centuries.
Artistic research means that the artist produces an art work and
hes the creative process, thus adding to the accumulation of
edge. However, the whole notion of artistic research is a relatively
one, and, indeed, its forms and principles have yet to become
established.
tis of great importance that this kind of research is given a fair
¢ to develop free from excessive formalities, and that the basis for
Systematic accumulation of knowledge in the artistic field can be
tupon practice. Also, a specific artistic relationship to research can
lish a dynamic relationship to other kinds of knowledge within
! sities — from medicine to the history of fine art.
'Ga_thf-'ﬂburg University has been involved with artistic research
.Mopmcnt since the 1970s. Since the creation of the Faculty
‘ine Arts in 2000, a unique and solid basis for multi-disciplinary



artistic research has been established. The University is very happy to
be able to publish this book in cooperation with the Academy of Fine
Arts of Helsinki, where a doctoral programme in artistic research has
been operating since 1997. This book is a sign of the fruitful collabo-
ration between the two institutes.

We hope that this book will stimulate artistic research and further
its development, and it would make us delighted if it could promote
discussion in the fascinating field of art in its theory and practice.

Hans Hedberg
Dean of the Faculty of Fine Arts, Gothenburg University

Mika Hannula
Professor of Art in the Public Space, Academy of Fine Arts, Helsinki.
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Introduction

The Current Situation in Artistic Research

plan might sound a bit strange and even selfindulgent, bur that
| not our fault. We are about to forge a path through what may be
cnown terrain, a path along which we will have to get used to the
ige and demanding role of the pioneer. What we have set out to
and write about is something which until now did not exist, or at
far as we know. This book is the first full-length focused meth-
| analysis of the new academic modus operandi or discipline
artistic research’. It is framed by practice-based and practice-
research within thar large entity that is called ‘contemporary
', Its attitude is to open and to include, not 1 exclude or to
ild barriers between mediums of expression and methods of knowl-

he present book surveys the whole scope of the still young field,
s of its theoretical background, methods and practices. The
510 provide an extensive methodological manual for all who are
ind interested in artistic research. The book is addressed to all




participants across the domain, from practicing artists already doing
research or starting to be interested in research practices to supervisors
and professors crediting and tutoring these activities. But foremost this
book is addressed to the potential students and researchers in this het-
erogeneous field, at both the Master of Arts and Ph.D. levels.

The main source for our examples and cases studies is contempo-
rary art and visual culture. We are fully aware that each artistic field -
from music to theatre and dance to design - has its own specialties that
are not fully compatible with those in the other fields. However, while
respecting these differences, we believe there is fruitful and meaning-
ful common ground to be shaped and articulated, and valid for all
approaches and mediums.

Our book focuses on the possibilities, challenges and demands of

artistic research as an area that slowly but surely is articulating its own
criteria of research based on its individual characteristics and practices.
Our viewpoint comes from a combination of qualitative research ap-
proaches and particular characteristics of artistic practice.

We are analysing artistic research as a new opening for a wide va-
riety of actors within contemporary art and culture. This whole issue
is not about scientific research (as in art history or the sociology of art,
for example), but about the self-reflective and self-critical processes of a
person taking part in the production of meaning within contemporary
art, and in such a fashion that it communicates where it is coming from,
where it stands at this precise moment, and where it wants to go.

This book is an up-dated and extended version of Orsikko wusiksi
— Taiteellisen tutkimuksen suuntaviivat [Stop the Press — Guidelines for
Artistic Research, 2003] by the same authors. Our collaboration on ar-
tistic research has combined our different backgrounds. In his previous
work, Mika Hannula has been especially interested in the ethical aspects
of art and contemporary culture, as well as the larger context in terms
of philosophy of politics. Juha Suoranta has concentrated, among ot-
her things, on questions of (qualitative) research methodology, critical

10

oy, and political sociology of education. For his part, Tere Vadén
:rked in philosophy of science, in general, and on the question of
identity and role of science in contemporary society, in particular.
ese interests all seem to converge around artistic research.

“The reason for publishing an English version is very simple: since
sublication of the first book, our original hunch has grown stronger
nd the evidence more credible. What we see and hear is a need for
y argued for criteria, principles and guidelines that are situated
qualitative research and artistic practises. We have to keep in
d thar even though artistic research has certainly been produced at
rious moments over the last twenty years, the research methods in the
t fields of art and artistic expression — from music via design to
¢ and from the visual arts to visual culture — are still only in the
ocess of evolving, both in themselves and in relation to other research
itions.

There are both risks and opportunities in the existing situation. The
jon is best described as one of confusion; something which has
n observed — and admitted with some embarrassment — at several
‘international conferences. The meaning of the subject is understood,
id is without doubt seen as being important. But the question is, how
within what framework should artistic research be carried our?
recent examples seen as both impressive and popular (i.e. neces-
and important) are the six-part conference series “Interrupt - Art-
in Socially Engaged Practices” arranged by Arts Council England
003, the two-year project “re:search — in and through the arts”
ed by ELIA (European League of Institures of the Arts) together
. 'B'l:rlih Universitat der Kiinste, which will come to an end at the
0f2005, and the systematic and ongoing debating and studying of
nateer in Gothenburg at several multidisciplinary conferences and
{WCI'I as ArtTech Sublime). Apart from these, there are a couple
thologies on artistic research available, containing articles that
y describe the expanse of the field, yet leave a rather vague and



indeterminate overall impression (see, for instance: Hannula 2004,
Holridge & Macleod 2005, Miles 2005, Kilvemark 2004). An ac-
curate overall picture of the methodology of artistic research has yet
to be published.

If and when the many institutes and artists in rather numerous
countries have understood the potential and opportunity of artistic
research, the new field — and the changes taking place along with it
— will also create a negative reaction. The bureaucratization of art in
order to make it an academic and stuffy 9-t0-5 job, as well as pres-
sures for change in arts education and its support structures, become a
threat. There is naturally also confusion in the meaning and use of the
central rerminology — not to mention confusion abour what is under-
stood by methodology and the legitimacy of research and its critique.

In this book we want to see the existing situation as an opportunity.
That opportunity entails, above all, actively participating in dispelling
confusion, the process-like adaptation of the field, and developing a suf-
ficiently resilient self-confidence. And as the contents page of the book
indicates, our aim is to concentrate specifically on those very features
which, unfortunately, are still ignored in the international debate.

At the same time, it is important to keep in mind that the prevail-
ing situation not only is a concrete opening move for artistic research
to articulate its own opinions on what it wants, but also presents new
questions for the general methodology of the human sciences. It is
high time to dare to open the window, to jump out of it, enjoying the
flight, views and landing. Obviously the above issues touch just as
much anyone undertaking science, or having an interest in it, as those
who want to understand art and culture. The aim perhaps should not,
after all, be the creation of some kind of greenhouse for improving in-
tellectual fertility, where researchers could push and praise each other
over the specific borders of science and art. Instead, it would be more
meaningful to trust in a more realistic alternative, where transcending
borders happens if and when it is meaningful and important for both

s. At the same time, the individual and autonomous develop-
of each field - which by its nature should be communicative and
d-looking - is prioritised, which requires time and resources.
implies that, instead of a top-down model or intervention, there
s to be enough room, courage and appreciation for organic, content-
i development and growth.

Researchers and their communities need both tools to deal with
ic experiences (which would make the activity more scientific)
e opportunity to work in peace, to achieve peace of mind, and
trust in the meaningfulness of what they do. Such a trust is es-
ished when the research community ensures that it can define its
activities. The question is, in other words, abour scraping together
aditional academic autonomy. The scientific community’s ongoing
al critique and debate creates the research tradition and the ways
ich to assess research. The ideals of self-definition and self-main-
ce are realised in the everyday life of the scientific community.
scientific community must both allow and value diversity, mutual
ism and critique which take shape both externally and internally.
essential that any tradition, or a part thereof (i.e. any practice or
te), is able to perceive, as a real research aim, what kind of a
: and common stage it forms for the enactment of specific
dictions and interpretations.

r contention is that the very fact thar artistic research becomes
onplace will save us from the crushing weight of external ide-
t are often alien to artistic research. This will give us the op-
nity for a perhaps troublesome and even sticky path rowards an
singly mature and tolerant scientific-artistic culture. This way
ing scientific quality itself from the everyday viewpoint of re-
i is quite a different matter than a methodological ‘guarantee of

7. The self-definition of the everyday occurs by throwing oneself
& mercy of the difficulty of the task, and consequently the possi-
¥ of failure. Through selfdefinition, traditional virtues (e.g. being

X



critical) and the importance of the time and place reserved for doing
research, also become important. We argue in favour of methodologi-
cal anarchy and tolerance. In our opinion, high-standard and mature
research is characterised qualitatively by the specific features of toler-
ance and diversity. Thus we also aspire to a channel of communication
that would more extensively support the ability to attempt and to err,
to fail and to give value also to others, particularly in those fields of
science concerned with the human being and people. We hope that a
discussion about research can be carried out specifically in the field of
artistic research — and on its own terms.

The discussion abour artistic research has often been motivated by
external reasons, the limitations of the administration and the vari-
ous competing schools of thought. Even ugly consequences have not
been avoided in the discussions and assessments. Various standard
views of ‘science” have usually guided the assessment by which people
have sought for some one-and-only correct way to carry our artistic
research. As we see it, however, there is reason to keep the doors open
to experimentation and making mistakes, and in this way enhance
conceptual understanding. There is no reason to present rigid and me-
thodical guidelines, but rather one should strive for openness and en-
courage daring experimentation (see Hannula 2002, Jones 2005).

Researchers must have the courage to come to terms with the dif-
fuseness and uncertainty of a new research field. Such boldness is not
born within the vacuum or muteness of institutions. Therefore, we
also encourage an institutional anarchy that nurtures and raises cou-
rageous researchers. What we want to understand with the notions of
institutional and methodological anarchy will be articulated at length
in chapter 2.2; bur already here it is necessary to note that with anar-
chy we definitely do not refer to, or strive for, the institutional reality
of full-scale uncertainty, poor job security, the large-scale usage of a
part-time workforce, non-transparent decision making and a lack of
overall responsibility. Thus, for us, in short, anarchy refers to method-

14

cal and research-based experimentation, pluralism and rolerance,
erms of institutions, it refers to the necessity to allow experimenta-
",P]umlism and rolerance, while at the same time having coherent

| I ___melY stated policies and aims.
|c is no surprise that courage is always needed when something —any-
1ino — is undertaken for the first time or when one strives to continue
e ing new and different, something deviating from previous. We
2 that at this very moment — when artistic research has been car-
ed out for a period varying from a few years to a couple of decades,
spending on the artistic discipline — one must be able to deal with
certainty. Otherwise artistic research will be threatened by a nega-
» kind of normalization, the accumulating repetition of habits that
the space and need for questioning and self-reflective inner chal-
. Courage is also needed because the results of artistic research
surprising in at least two different ways. Firstly, the results and end
should come asa surprise 10 the researcher. As an experiential
‘and experimental activity, art leaves open the possibility for something
‘unexpected happening. Secondly — due partly to the young age of the
pline and partly its very character — the contribution of the results
‘of artistic research 1o the general scientific community is problemaric.

ertheless, these surprises are something worth cherishing.
- Taking a wider perspective of the whole field and its current situa-
internationally it has been developed furthest in the Anglo-Sax-
countries, although, as the ELIA example proves, there is a wide-
iching interest in the topic across Europe. Particularly in England
cotland, experimentation with different models has been going
Iready for several decades. The projects are still rather strongly set
n the framework of a written and scientific doctoral thesis or rely
actice-based studio work, purposely leaving aside any reflective
element. In Britain the formation of the character of artistic
his linked with the whole development of the university insti-
05, and in particular with the systematic quality assessment initi-




ated by the central state. These latter reports on educational standards
strongly control the allocation of research money. Consequently, there
is a hard internal competition within the system, which ends up dif-
ferentiating and localizing the nature of research, as well as the results.
For this reason, one should look for points of comparison between
cach individual instance and cases with a sufficient structural corre-
spondence (see Payne 2000, Holridge & Macleod 2005).

In comparison to the other Nordic countries, Finland is still clearly
ahead in artistic research. One must keep in mind, however, that when
it comes to numbers there are clear differences depending on the ori-
entation of the institute. Scientific research is carried out by means
of both scientific argumentation and artistic criteria. In the Sibelius
Academy in Helsinki there exists a variation combining these two
methods. According to the centralized Finnish Universities statistics,
up to 2003 there were 27 doctorates completed in music, 2 in the
visual arts, 11 in theatre, and 26 in design. While all Finnish art acad-
emies with university status have already for some time been working
methodically in this new research field, other Nordic countries have
only recently begun supporting artistic research, or are only in the
process of picking up on it. Also, one should note the differences in
both history and volume across the different fields of artistic expres-
sion and art academies.

Of the other Nordic countries, Sweden is clearly most active, Nor-
way has followed a bit hesitantly behind since starting in 2004, while
Denmark has by-passed the issue in the fine arts, but established a cou-
ple of years ago a research programme for design and the applied arts.
Typically, following the example of Finland, music and music pedagogy
are the most developed fields. Another area slightly more developed
than the others is design. In the visual arts, doctoral theses have been
systematically carried out in Sweden only since the beginning of the
millennium, particularly in Malmé and Gothenburg. Activity began
on a wider scale in 2001 and in the near future (2006-2009) several

theses in different artistic fields are expected to be completed.
responding peak in research, with a consequent domino effect on
completing their doctoral theses, can also be expected in Finland
near future. What is particularly interesting is that research of-
in Sweden have decided to recommend a research structure very
to the Finnish model, as used, for example, at the Academy of Fine
in Helsinki. The core contents of the model are: prioritizing indi-
authorship; source-based research and the personal, individual
v of artistic research; and selecting researchers that do not come
sctly from the Masters degree level, but who are selected on the basis
2 combination of the quality of their already existing artistic experi-
and production and the quality of their research project (the latter
aning that most of the researchers resemble more the so-called post-
al researchers in other fields) (see Karlsson 2001).
The present book does not come from nowhere, but is essentially
pmitted and localized. 1t has its background, of course, in the differ-
wviewpoints of the three authors. Each of us has followed the (artistic)
ch and the ongoing debate about its methodology, and has tried to
line an approach to the uniqueness of artistic research (see, e.g., Han-
2002, Hannula 2004, Aura, Katainen & Suoranta 2001, 2002,
oranta 2003, Vadén 2002, 2003). Our cooperation in writing this
: has been guided by the idea that “science” is not one well-defined
but rather that there are many sciences — in other words, organ-
practices which increase our understanding, concepts and ability
tique — and that the sciences can sometimes have different and
y even incommensurable goals. On the other hand, we do not
diversity and pluralism as a sign of the weakness of science or a
foming in its definition, but rather as a tool and goal one strives for.
it as a ool because pluralism and polyphony, as methodological
increase our possibilities for understanding and experiencing the
In turn, we see it as a goal because true diversity is, in our opin-
Recessary starting point for ethics.




The structure of the present book is as follows. After the introduc-
tory first chapter we will look in some detail in Chapter 2 (Two Meta-
phors and Their Consequences) at those theoretical and philosophical
starting points that, in our opinion, can act as the background for
artistic research. Because there is a lot of uncertainty and suspicion
towards artistic research, we will deal at some length with the issue of
scientific “maturity”. What makes a research practice mature? How
can maturity be attained in the different scientific fields? What about
artistic research? Qur answer is simple: the decisive factors are meth-

— -ﬁodological diversity and critical self-reflection. Together these Jead o,
the decisive observation that artistic research always deals wit erhi::j/

In Chapter 3 (Methodological Faces of Artistic Research) we la
more closely at different methodologies applicable to artistic research.
The presentation does not aim to be in any sense comprehensive, but is
rather an opening move and an awakening: one can at least start with
these methods. At the same time, the methodological diversity of artis-
tic research provides an impetus for a wider methodological debate and
anchors artistic research within the field of the social and humanistic
sciences. The task of the book is also to open up this field for the general
public and to outline its basic contents to potential new students and
researchers.

Chapter 4 (Artistic Research in Practice) presents examples of ar-
tistic research. We start by presenting the basic model for artistic re-
search in a schematic form, our theses for how to proceed with artistic
research, and the practical demands of research from the point of view
of the researcher. We then present examples of completed artistic re-
search. The purpose of the examples is to shed light on different ap-
proaches, both successful and less successful ones. The underlining
thought in this chapter is that central to a postmodern ethics com-
mitted to place is the power of the example: ethical work is best car-
ried out through examples. Also, it is fruitful to study artistic research

through the examples of pioneering works.

~ In Chapter 5 (The Meaning of Artistic Research) we return to gen-
methodological questions regarding the reliability and relevance
f artistic research. If the title of the chapter brings to mind the fa-
s book series The Meaning of Liff, that is all well and good. The
tes of the relevance and reliability of artistic research are in a sense
s concerned with looking for new meanings for old words; mean-
ygs that still are in a state of becoming. Relevance is decisive, as it is in
generally. Our claim is that in the case of artistic research, the
ge of relevance is particularly tightly and naturally tied to an ethical
ritude, to the localization of the “me” and “us” of the researcher. We
present some basic conditions that we feel artistic research must
fulfil in order for it to be considered reliable.

~‘The book contains no final summary or conclusion, but instead ideas
bout where artistic research could be headed and what its meaning
d be to art on the one hand and to research on the other. In this
wtext, it is also worthwhile considering those practical actions that the
tions and their staff — tutors, professors, critics, researchers and
anciers — could adopr in order to assist the first tentative steps ahead.

The Need for Artistic Research

term ‘artistic research’ has many meanings, connotations and
plications. It is characterized by its continuous search for a current
d convincing definition. Itis a search that is not problematic in itself
on the contrary, the plain necessity of a fruitful, self-reflective and
ngful setup. At the same time as providing the researcher with
et al challenges and learning experiences, artistic research also

ipates in the development of the theoretical basis of the field. It
ilSO enrich life and professional practices and lead to a variety of
bwledge and skills, the meanings of which transcend the borders of
disciplines and forms.
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The question of the need and importance of artistic research can
also be approached through those aspects that already unite those
working in the field. Professional artists feel that it is particularly im-
portant for them to be able concentrate on a clearly defined theme over
a longer period of time and with sufficient financial support to be able
to work on it in terms of both depth and breadth. In recent years, in
both seminars dealing with individual artistic research and more gen-
eral seminars, a basic consensus over the nature of artistic research has
evolved; a consensus which many of the researchers and trend-setters
approve of and endorse (see, for example, Slager 2004, Biggs 2004,
Jones 2005, Kiljunen & Hannula 2002).

At the core of the question of need and meaning are the personal
and spontaneous. This entails the challenge to see the research from the
researcher’s viewpoint, and with the art work as the focal point. The ar-
tistic starting point offers a motor and motive, which both summarizes
the totality and separates the details. In other words, it is possible to be
rather of the same opinion about the general meaning of the essential
characteristics of artistic research, but be rather strongly of a different
opinion regarding the detailed contents and their effects. The following
features seem at least to characterise most works of artistic research:

- The art work is the focal point. The art work tops the list of the
priorities, from places 1 to 22, and still continuing,

- Artistic experientiality is the very core of the research, as is how it
is transmitted and how it transmits a meaning.

- Artistic research must be self-reflective, self-critical and an out-
wardly-directed communication.

- The placement of artistic research in the historical and discipli-
nary context. The task is to continuously locate the research in
relation to its own actions and goals, and at the same time to be
localized in relation to the more focused context of the field.

- A diversity of research methods, presentation methods and com-

~ munication tools and their commitment to the needs and de-

‘mands of each particular case.

gjﬁnphasizing the fruitfulness and necessity of the dynamic re-
search group situation, which in a collective effort provides the
closest critical environment, the protective realm for experimen-
ration and the ability to share thoughts and emotions.

. The hermeneutic, interpretative quality of research.

sequently, artistic research has a loosely connected set of goals or
rposes, through which its relevance becomes evident. These include,

t least, the following:

y LeEProducing :'nﬁ:rmarfan that serves practice; for instance, from eco-
logical, psychological, social, cultural, economic, political, tech-
nical and functional points of view.

- Developing methods which are linked with, for instance, the
processing of creative work, defining criteria for making evalua-
tions or modelling and illustrating designs.

= Increasing understanding of the link between art and its social,

cultural, and pedagogical context, helping to position the artist’s

work in a wider context, including the historical and political de-

- velopment.
= Interpreting art works as cultural, political, and pedagogical products.

- Producing knowledge about (among other things) the social, so-

_ cial-psychological and psychological as well as political and peda-
gogical meaning of art in order to develop artistic activity (e.g.

education, the living environment, the quality of lifé).

= Critically analysing art and its current trends; the object being,

among other things, an understanding of the relationships be-

tween art and technological development, and between art and
€conomic development, power relationships, etc.

linking and questioning the role of the artist; the consequenc-




es not only of the death of the author, but also of the significant
increase of collaborative artistic efforts, and the question of the

role of an artist in society at large.

It is through such goals that art and research come together. Research
requires concentration, in order to achieve a sufficient temporal per-
spective, This, in turn, offers the opportunity to withdraw oneself from
the rapid and myopic cycle of making art, and instead to concentrate
on a tenaciously and coherently chosen subject. The fact of artistic
| research becoming independent hopefully offers a fruitful opportu-

Two Metaphors and Their
Consequences

| nity for critical reflection among the research community — the com-
munity where, through creation and maintenance, the artists identify
the contents, consequences and general directions of art through

interaction, and by encouraging and supporti ‘ ’ i : : ’ . :
yieilconniging and supporing e sy, Tieain is no common philosophical-methodological basis for the

s that have been done or are being done under the moniker of
research. This is actually a good thing. We are quite aware of

is to produce a new kind of information that is not introspective but
combinative, outward-looking and seeking new connections. It is not
a question of novelty for its own sake, but fresh connections and inrer-

d even happy with the current situation in which different examples

retations. In this way, artistic research can also have a meaning t . h - :
p e caning that stic research have different, incommensurable and even contra-

!S w1der‘than N owr} aTrgudy copeeined disclip]ine.. It Produces S?Cial l;" ory ontological, epistemological and pracrical starting points and
innovations by creating a new research trend in university education. BMitmencs. Contrary to expectations, the intention of this theo-
ical chapter is not to outline a uniform or even universally desirable
emological-ontological starting point for artistic research. Rather,
intention is to show why such a uniform starting point is not nec-

and why the lack of one is not necessarily an indication of the

urity of artistic research or any other methodological inferiority
ipared to the methods of more traditional research.

erstanding, promote the productivity of the research. Secondly, we
show that the theoretical background for artistic research is in-
etive and scientific - in many of those central senses that these two

23




words are employed (also) in present-day (natural) scientific research. In
other words, the numerous starting points in scientific research do not
(necessarily) result in an unscientific or subjective mess or a lack of prin-
ciples. On the contrary, our intention is to show that artistic research can
show the way towards scientific maturity.

The aim of the two metaphors of a democracy of experiences and
methodelogical diversity is to show a possible starting point for artistic
research. We do not claim that the starting point we present would
be the only one, but merely that it is coherent. We accept physicist-

e philosopher Niels Bohr’s demand for scientific (ob]cc]ﬂwry, according
to which objectivity means coherent communicativity” (rather than
arbitrary repeatability, non-subjectivity or an objectivity lacking a

viewpoint).! The intention behind the theoretical starting point we
present here is to provide one possible objective (in the Bohrian sense)
epistemological-ontological framework for artistic research. We con-
tend that a democracy of experiences and methodological diversity
together characterise a possible mature, intelligible and coherent start-
ing point for (artistic) research. In other words, the model we propose
requires coherence only on its own terms, but does not claim that there
would not be other coherent approaches. It also includes positive rec-
ommendations for the kinds of starting points and methodologies to
be employed. In this sense, our proposed model is epistemologically
and ontologically non-classical (see Plotnitsky 2002, ch. 1) and meth-

odologically anarchistic (see Feyerabend 1975, 1999).

We feel that considerations having to do with the methodology of prac-
tice-based research might have an influence on the limits of practice-based
research proper, especially when it comes to the interpretation of the ideals
of science. This is because in practice-based research the ideals of openness

1 The Philosophical Writings of Niels Bohr. Ox Bow, Woodbridge, 1987, vol 3,
p- 7: cited in Plotnitsky (2002, 23).

criticality can not be achieved by the methods used in “traditional”
2l science. By interpreting the ideals of openness and criticality from
yantage point of a democracy of experiences, artistic research may have
effect on other types of research.

Metaphor One: Democracy of Experiences

is it possible, even in principle, to claim that the two terms,
rt” and “research” go together, not to mention to claim that “artis-
- tesearch” forms a practice that is viable and coherent? It is quite
that there is a long and persistent tradition — with its occidental
s at least in the Greek classics — that has systematically pried art
d research further and further aparc. In this tradition - the heirs of
-h most of us are, whether we want it or not - it has been thought
jat fundamentally different modes of thinking, acting and being a
pman are at work in art and research. As a consequence, it has been
sidered best to keep the practices, teaching and results of art and
separate from each other. The result is a dualistic division
Western experience, not least inside the experiences of individuals.
where this difference is not evident (e.g. Leonardo da Vinci,
egard of Bingen, and the odd aesthete next door) are seen in one
or another as exceptions, if not even suspicious or abnormal.

‘Against this background, it is easy to guess how art and research
 be pulled closer together. First of all, one must think that experi-
ce will not agree to divide itself up —and does not “naturally” divide
0 the compartments of art and research. Secondly, one must show
the lack of such a division does not mean the watering down of
best aims of artistry and research. One must therefore strive to
14 situation where the non-dualistic and non-binary dialogue be-
the areas of the experience of art and research (and even other
is possible. And, at the same time, the important goals of artand




research — i.e. the influence of experience, objectivity or intersubjectiv-
ity, openness, and criticality — are preserved and maybe even strength-
ened. Put briefly, one must characterise the democracy of experience
in order to give a coherently epistemological and ontological starting
point and tell how and why artistic research can be part of a mature
scientific practice.

211 The Demarcation of Scientific Research: Openness and

Self-criticism

The special status and authority of science and research in general are
typically justified by referring to the self-correcting nature of science
and to the power of experience.” Science does not rely on authorities,
and does not let any claim go without rigorous scrutiny and criti-
cism. In a nutshell, science is open and critical — two criteria that
set science apart from religion, technology and art, if not necessarily
from philosophy.

Natural science and the connected scientific world-view include a
more or less definite notion of how to achieve the goals of openness
and self-criticism in everyday research. The special place given to expe-
rience is translated into naturalism: the idea that our experience of na-
ture is best organised without assumptions of extra-natural creatures
or phenomena. Being critical, on the other hand, is translated into the
idea that scientific claims have to be constantly checked against the
body of experience of nature that we have. Science is self-reflectively
critical in that its day-to-day practice is about testing the claims and

2 Such is the falsificationist demarcation of science given, for instance, in Karl R.
Popper’s seminal 7he Logic of Scientific Discovery (1959); the Popperian view is dis-
seminated in a multitude of textbooks, ¢.g., Chalmers (1976); for contemporary

philosophical discussions, see, e.g., Niiniluoto (2002),

ding the erroneous ones. Here, one type of experience, namely
ory: is checked against another type of experience, namely system-
S rception. The ideal of testability seems to be one of the roots for
'_gaﬁlténtion that the natural sciences are in some -SC.I"ISC morc‘sc-i-
- than social science, not to mention the humanities or “artistic
" it is relatively easy to see how claims in natural science can
ed and, if need be, discarded. The crucial thing is that one type
" ience, systematised (quantitative) perception, is given a critical
ity over other areas of experience.
n openness and criticality are interpreted as merely a corre-
ce between theory and experience, and experience is thought
abourt one uniform nature, the result is often a hierarchical picture
e physics, as the most general and basic of sciences, is the first
that sets conditions for others, such as chemistry, biology and so
. The problems with this kind of hierarchy are well known and wide-
ed, from philosophical perspectives — such as phenomenology
hermencutics — and from the perspective of the sociology of sci-
: Since we will be moving in the terrain of radical hermeneutics, it
orth already presenting one of these criticisms, one that can be seen
nding many of the others. The father of phenomenological phi-
hy, Edmund Husserl, is one of the thinkers that has presented a
iculous and sustained criticism of naive naturalism. For our present
o5, the main thing to notice in Husserl’s wide reaching critique
t, according to him, naturalism is in danger of misunderstanding
ideals that it sets for itself. Husserl's (see. e.g.. 1981/1911) criticism
t when the ideals of openness and criticality are realized by com-
theory to perceptions of nature, one has to assume that nature,
‘object of experience, consists of objects or things. The problem
this assumption is that it makes naturalism incapable of answering
ns concerned with human experience, such as the questions of
experience possible, how is it born (out of something that is not
fice), and how does perception achieve objectivity.




The problem of naive naturalism may appear in two different ways.

First, there is a consistent variety of naturalism that says that no obser-
vation ever registered in natural science makes it necessary ro assume
that something like experience exists. Experience has never been ob-
served or perceived: all observations we have (in natural science) con-
cern objects and forces. No natural science, be it physics, chemistry,
biology or the like, contains a body of data that would be explainable
only by assuming the existence of experience (in the sense of conscious
experience or meaning). Nothing in the natural sciences themselves
points to the existence of experience or consciousness — nothing, one
might add in a Husserlian vein, save for the existence of the natural
sciences themselves. This leads to the second way in which the problem
may make itself visible. Natural science can not explain how experi-
ence or consciousness is born, because it has to assume that conscious-
ness and experience exist (and likewise perception, observation and
theory building), in the same way that it has to assume that causality,
time and space exist. In this way, the science that we (after Husserl)
may call naive, is always even in principle mute with regard to the na-
ture and birth of human experience and consciousness.

Naive naturalism has a further negative consequence: it cuts natu-
ral science apart from other kinds of science, not to mention other
types of culture. It is by no means clear that Husserl’s solution to this
problem of division, his transcendental phenomenology, would be the
best way in which to investigate experience, while at the same time
being open and critical. Husserl’s idea was that consciousness has a
universal structure that can be revealed by using a specific method or
skill and that the knowledge attained through this method — the phe-
nomenological method — is transcendental, that is, beyond the criti-
cism of any and all other types of inquiry. The problem with Husserl’s
transcendentalism is analogous to the problem of naive, hierarchical
naturalism. Both views assume a basis, a foundation, which is beyond
the criticism of any other type of experience. In naive naturalism

basis is the assumed nature as a collection of physical objects, in
ondentalism it is the assumption of human consciousness and
_ ,_.- ledge concerning it.
~ The presupposition of some kind of foundation or starting point
is. of course, necessary. Not all beliefs and claims can be put under
iny or criticised at the same time. Something has to be assumed
research is to be possible at all. One of the merits of Thomas Kuhn'’s
mous philosophy of science has been an argument for the necessity
A background for any kind of scientific research. Being committed
what Kuhn (1962) calls a paradigm 'is not only necessary but also
bnal. New knowledge can be produced only if one is willing to
ke the risk of assuming something that in effect can later be shown
be false. However, the problem of naive naturalism and transcen-
‘dentalism is that their presuppositions shut out areas of inquiry that
ey themselves consider important. For instance, a naturalist is fond
of claiming that natural science is more rational and justified than
iy other way of organising experience. However, at the same time,
consistent naturalist has to contend that no reason or ground for
stification has ever been found in our observations of nature. Tran-
dentalism, on the other hand, solves the problem of naiveté by
rring to the a priori certainties of reason. Thus both naive natural-
m and transcendentalism blindfold themselves and fall short of the
| of being critical.
The lack of critique in these views is connected to their notion of
unidirectionality of critique. According to (naive) naturalism, all
ntific claims can and must be criticised on the basis of observations
ature. However, the presupposition that a nature exists and that it
| be observed — the presuppositions that make naturalism possible
are beyond all critique, be thar philosophical, religious, artistic or,
d, scientific. In this way, naive naturalism falls short of the goals
€nness and criticality. It brackets out a particular area of experi-
¢ and states that claims about that area can not be questioned by
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using the methods or means of any other system of experience and
theory. In this view, critique is unidirectional in that it is directed from
this foundation outwards. At the same time, the unidirectionality of
critique implies that different areas of experience are not equal, they
can not engage in a democratic discussion. This anti-democracy, how-
ever, is not argued for in a scientific or philosophical way, and it does
not match very well with our everyday experience of how knowledge,
skills and lives evolve.

2.1.2 Democracy of Experiences to the Rescue

How are we to carve out for artistic research a place that would simul-
taneously fulfil the conditions of openness and self-criticism or self-
reflectivity and be able to talk about meaningful human experience?
Thart is, how can the criteria of “research” and “experientiality” be
upheld at the same time?

The ideals of openness and criticality can be interpreted in ways
that do not make critique something unidirectional. Not all naturalism
is naive, and not all philosophy transcendental. Non-naive naturalism
and non-transcendental phenomenology could come together in a view
that may be labelled experiential democracy or democracy of experiences.
The democracy of experiences is defined as a view where no area of
experience is in principle outside the critical reach of any other area

~of experience. The view could also be called daimogracy, if we widen
Socrates’ classic view, according to which an inner voice called dainion
steers the path of a person.” So let us call “daimeons” all of the more or
less distinct areas of experience that can more or less separately inform
us, such as the “experience of art” or “artistic experience” and “scientific

3 Socrates mentions his daimon in several of Platos’s dialogues, for instance,

in Apology, 31d-e.

ience”, respectively. The idea in the democracy of experiences, or
nocracy s is quite simple: art (or artistic experience) can criticize
(or scientific experience), not to mention the possibilities of in-
istic or intra-scientific criticism. In this sense, experiential de-
wcv is co-terminus with the multi-directionality of criticism.

- .'._this way, we get a new interpretation of the criterion of (scien-
openness. We can define (epistemological) minimal openness as
vs: a (epistemological) view is (minimally) open if, according to
is in principle possible to question and criticize any and all forms
reas of experience from the point of view of any other area or form
experience. This would mean, as we saw above, that art is free to
jcize science, philosophy to criticize religion, religion to criticize
ce, and so on. It would also mean that there are no first philoso-
sies or metaphysics that can not, in principle, be touched by empiri-
criticism (nor any scientific truths that could not be challenged by
philosophy’, or poerical understandings of being that could not
iticized by natural science, for that matter). Consequently, the
ion of openness does not apply only to individuals (*in principle,
can do science and there are no unquestioned authorities”).
er, it is generalized: in principle, any area of experience can chal-
any other area, and there are no fundamental hierarchies among
or types of experience.’

mething like a democracy of experiences can be read in one of
Feyerabend’s (1999, 33) dictums, according to which “every cul-
is possibly all cultures”. Feyerabend wants to emphasise that there

idea of democracy among experiences fits nicely with the views of experience
ted by John Dewey (e.g., in Dewey 1958; see also Dewey & Bentley 1976,

ur own procedure is the transactional, in which it is asserted the right to see

her, extensionally and durationally, much that is talked about conventionally
if it were composed of irreconcilable separates.”) and Georges Bataille (1988).




are no authentic forms of culture, if by authentic we mean something
unquestionable or something not in need of justification. Analogously,
there are no forms of experience that could not be questioned or that
should go without justification. Thus, we can reformulate a maxim for
a democracy of experiences: every experience is potentially all experi-
ences. This is the “ontological” basis of a democracy of experiences.
However, it is important to remember that porentiality does not entail
actuality. Every experience is potentially all experiences, but the re-
alisation of that potential might be historically closed, beyond a bar-
rier of tradition thar is insurmountable, at least during our lifetimes.
Again, the criticality of research can provide an opening from such
an impassc. Absolute universality is an illusion, but scientific research
can, as a shared practice, create a justified commonality and a self-con-
scious tradition. Doing research is in itself a way of producing inter-
subjectivity with regard to an area of experience that has been void of
ways of communicating in a shared language. An inquiry is not only
positioned as a part of a tradition, but also points to new intersubjec-
tively accessible experiences and their conceprualisations. At the same
time, an inquiry lets other intersubjectivities and conceptualisations
go unnoticed, marginalised, if not be covered up. This fact further
emphasises the ethical dimension of practice-based research that we
will have to return to.

A democracy of experiences also implies that a hierarchical picture of
the sciences or the prioritised status of any one science becomes impos-
sible to uphold. If all areas of experience can in principle be criricised,
the falsifiability of the testability of claims in natural science does not
guarantee that they are any more reliable than the claims made about
other areas of experience. The reliability of claims in the social sciences
and humanities are attained in ways other than those of the natural
sciences. However, there exists no evidence to show thar the criticality
or openness of natural science would be greater than the openness and
criticality of other types of research — no evidence that is independent
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the natural sciences themselves, that is. On the contrary, we know,

least from the critiques of Husserl and others, that there are serious

sons for thinking that the unidirectionality of critique in the natural
ces has produced severe problems that go deeper than the possible
mistakes included in empirically corroborated theory.

A standard answer to these critical points goes, of course, that nat-

ral science, with all its presuppositions, has made possible the unprec-
dented advances in technology during the last centuries. This may be
ue, up to a point. However, these achievements owe something to
other disciplines, as well. When we think about a field like medicine.
it is obvious that natural science has contributed in a major way to
its advancement. At the same time, it is clear that medical skills, the
dicraft part of it, as well as social arrangements and even ethical
thinking has contributed, as well. Experiential democracy may be a
necessary ingredient of any successful practice.

Here we have to ask more precise questions about the positive
achievements of natural science: how much (and which parts) of the
achievements of natural science are dependent on the naive presup-
positions, and, accordingly, how much (and which parts) on its nega-
T consequences? It is by no means clear how this balance is to be

awn. [n any case, it the presupposition according to which nature

composed of physical objects is not necessary — and physical theory
itself seems to be telling us this — then the presupposition of the uni-
tionality of critique might be superfluous, too. In addition, if that

Esupposition is not necessary for the good effects of natural science,

L is contributing to some of its least desirable consequences, there
IS even less need to be suspicious about the non-hierarchicalness and

eased openness produced through its removal. The progress of sci-

¢ — when it is, indeed, progress — can hardly be dependent on the
dRidirectionality of criticism. On the contrary: there is reason to be-
that multidirectional criticism works better. One of the strongest
ents for this is “pessimistic metainduction based on fashion”.

3




Imagine how ridiculous the clothing fashion of 20 years ago looks to-
day. Yet, it is hard to see what fashionable clothing used today will be
just as laughable in another 20 years. Now it is clear that social norms,
including the paradigmatic criteria of science, suffer from similar fash-
ions and myth-making, That is why innovation more often than not
requires an open mind, a brain that is not afraid of going in any direc-
tion. Tolerance and multi-directionality of critique go together; they
are the cornerstones of experiential democracy.

In this very general sense, we hope that the idea of a democracy of
experiences may help to produce an atmosphere where the knowledge
situated and embedded in artistic practices can be “insurrected” in
the sense described by Michel Foucault (see, e.g., 2003, 8-9). There is
no reason to beat about the bush: in many ways, the information pro-
duced by artistic work has been the underdog in relation to scientific
expertise and the truth produced by it. The strengthening of mature
research can thus be one way to better recognise and acknowledge the
importance of areas of non-scientific knowledge, and at the same time
gain a better idea of the genealogy of scientific research.

2.1.3  What is scientific maturity?

The equality of the different fields of science and the wider experien-
tial democracy that goes with it can be felt as threatening to the ide-
als of openness and criticalness, when understood in a particular way.
Even Thomas Kuhn, whose philosophy of science has forcibly shaken
the view of science as an entity with an essence and a direction, has
written that the natural sciences are more mature than the social sci-
ences, because in the natural sciences the research community con-
verges around one shared paradigm (Kuhn 2000). The paradigms of
natural science seldom change through dramatic upheavals, known
as revolutions, in which the growth of science is, according to Kuhn,
not cumulative. But outside the revolutions, natural science is driven
on the basis of one paradigm, and this single-paradigm nature of the
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es makes the cumulation of knowledge possible — until the next
jon. In comparison, the social sciences are always in a state of
t, in a state of revolution and non-cumulation, where different
artack each other. No paradigm gets the upper hand for
ng enough period of time, and the cumulation of knowledge is
sossible. The state of the social sciences is one of a continuous criri-
a of the very basis of research, unlike in the natural sciences. This,
ding to Kuhn, is a sign of the immaturity and, in a sense, the
jability of the social sciences. Kuhn (2000, 222) writes that the
jal sciences are “limited” to interpretation.

However, from the point of view of experiential democracy, one
to ask why the fact that a research community is attached to one
. gm would be a sign of maturity? Could it not be rather thar the
e of a multitude of openly critical paradigms promotes both
aness and criticality? It is not clear that the “non-progress” dis-
d by the social sciences is produced by the fact that the research-
in the field have spent most of their time in internal struggles.
n if that was the case, it could still be possible that the time spent
| internal criticism would be a sign of maturity, a sign of time well
nt in the service of rationality and emancipation. At least from the
nt of view of democracy and tolerance, time spent in paradigm-
ry might be rational. It might be more in line with the ideals of
nness and criticality to have a multiplicity of rival paradigms than
aded periods of research with only one paradigm. To strive for one
igm only might be fruitful in some cases. As a methodological
the demand of “one paradigm” would, however, be counterpro-
ve. The current situation in physics is a good example, in that the
of doing the three types of physics — classical, quantum and
ity — are related in a family-resemblance rather than unifiable in
¢ paradigm. Would it be a sign of maturity to insist on only one
in physics today? That is very doubtful. Moreover, quantum
7 has led the way in physics towards a more symbolical, if not
Ipretative, way of research.




If we think that scientific research should be equal with respect
to other areas of human culture, and if we think that they should be
open to criticism from each other, then there is even more reason to
think that an abundance of theories, interpretations and paradigms
is a sign of maturity, and the adherence to a single paradigm possibly
a limitation. The maturity of science, and of the scientific world-view
in general, requires that we recognise the fact that science itself has
several different goals and aims. These goals and aims might even be
contradictory at various times or in some degree. To deny this one
needs to constrain one’s view of science into a caricature, an uncarthly
and unhealthy fiction. The worry over the unidirectionality of science
and scientific critique is, of course, in part a worry over the special
status and authority that science enjoys in our societies. This privileged
status, in turn, is dependent on the ideals of openness and criticality.
However, openness and criticality are not the same thing as unidirec-
tionality or single paradigms. If science were 1o embrace something
like experiential democracy, its status in the world might not be quite
the status of the unidirectional and naively naturalist science, but it
might show more openness, selt-criticism and tolerance — in a word,
maturiry.

2.2 Metaphor Two: Methodological Abundance

We saw above how the self-understanding of science was for a large
part of the 19th century governed by the idea that science is special
because of the scientific method. This method supposedly provides
the demarcation between science and other fields of research or expe-
rience, Correspondingly, it has been thought that specific scientific
disciplines have their own methods, or at least a catalogue of meth-
ods, that are particularly well suited to the field in question and thus,
in part, define it and set it apart from neighbouring disciplines. How=

in the general case, defining what this scientific method precisely
been proven to be a tall order. Any definition is riddled with
orical counter examples, as well as theoretical problems. On a
e concrete level, the scientific practices and methods of the human
social sciences in particular have seen a wide expansion, as new
hods and approaches have constantly been innovated. Even phys-
hich in some sense is methodologically very conservative, has
substantial methodological change in the last 100 years with the
of new mathematical concepts, computer models, and philo-
ical interpretations. As a consequence, the idea of something like
hodological anarchism or methodological abundance does not
1 as far fetched as previous. It is our claim here that in the case of
research methodological abundance is a particularly fruicful
uctive approach.
This claim is based on the idea thar experience plays a special and
atral role in artistic research. In a nutshell: artistic research is a way
i which experience reflectively changes itself. Moreover, in the spirit
the democracy of experiences, all areas of experience are at play in
circular or spiral movement, in the hermeneutic of (artistic) expe-
ce. These areas of experience might include experiences that do not
 themselves to easy conceptualization, at least not if concepruali-
on is understood in terms of sufficient and necessary conditions.
sequently, the privileged form of writing and reporting research
s, a scientific thesis (such as a doctoral dissertation), has to be
ed with a particular emphasis and methodological attention.
5, as a way of thinking, doing research and reporting it, has
d a way of treating language in a pluralist manner, so that the
ness of artistic experience is not lost when our thinking about
communicated.




2.21 Methodological over- abundance and anarchy

The concept of abundance comes from Feyerabend (1999). According
to him, the world is too diverse to be reduced to a single method or
even a single philosophy of science viewpoint. Behind the methodo-
logical abundance are also the political upheavals that have occurred
in the real world, or the so-called risk society, and what one could call
the war and catastrophe-proneness of Western nation states.

In his magnum opus, Against Method (1975), Feyerabend argues
that the world is so diverse, chaotic and surprising that the belief in
one all-powerful and all-encompassing method is nothing more than
self-delusion. According to Feyerabend, it does not follow from the
richness of existence that methodological thinking should not be ex-
ercised or different methods used in order to achieve richness and to
simplify things. The aim is, rather, to show and understand thar all
abstract structures — methods, including methodologies — have their
limits and limitations. The richness of the features of reality is not or-
ganised according to beautiful models but requires, according to Fey-
erabend, an anarchistic starting point: “Anarchism, while perhaps not
the most attractive political philosophy, is certainly excellent medicine
for epistemology and for the philosophy of science” (ibid., 9).

It is worthwhile noting that Feyerabend’s audience includes not
only philosophers of science but also, morcover, natural scientists. The
frozen methods or theories about rationality are based on a reductivist
view of man and her relationship with the world. Therefore, the only
principle that can be defended under all circumstances is “anything
goes”. Anything goes, yet anything that goes also leaves a trace and
makes a shadow. The actors come from somewhere and end up some-
where, continuously enjoying the pressure imposed by the horizons of
the past, present and future. In other words, anything is possible, but
not everything possible is meaningful. Nevertheless, it is important to
defend the idea that all methods and ways of perception are in their
basic premise possible and nothing is excluded when aiming to under-
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nd the world. This is also because in order for science to become a
e part of democratic society it is necessary for it to recognise its
1 ambiguity.

So why, then, does Feyerabend bother to overturn our belief in
hodologies? In his autobiography Killing Time (1994, 179), he has
ained his motives as follows: “One of my motives for writing Against
fethod was 1o free people from the tyranny of philosophical obfusca-
and abstract concepts such as ‘truth’, ‘reality’, or ‘objectivity’, which
srrow people’s vision and ways of being in the world.” A second motive
is the concern for scientific change, that which (having one direction
and one goal) is called progress. Feyerabend, like many other post-60s
ilosophers of science, claims that following one method leads 1o a
andstill in science, no matter what the discipline in question,

~ Here it is worth inserting a small biographical diversion, convey-
ing the message of a person who did not lack a sense of humour and
who understood what enjoyment and pleasure meant. Feyerabend
(1924-1994) tells how he had wanted to study astronomy as well as’
acting and singing and to practise all three professionally simultane-
ously (Feyerabend 1994, 252). His dream was to tour the international
ges and live the good life in his penthouse apartments scattered. _
around the world. Feyerabend never became a singer, but in a way
of one of his wishes came true, in becoming a university professor
the possibility to travel and live in the metropolises of the world.
It is casy to see from the following quote that Feyerabend’s goal was
‘open text, one could even say a divergent text, one which not only
nforms but also is a conscious and reflective action and, in the best
i€, speaks to us at the scale of pleasure:

"Writing has become a very pleasurable activity, almost like com-
ing a work of art. There is some overall pattern, very vague at first,
ufficiently well-defined to provide me with a starting point. Then
¢ the details — arranging the words in sentences and paragraphs.
choose my words very carefully — they must sound right, must have




the right rhythm, and their meaning must be slightly off-centre; noth-
ing dulls the mind so thoroughly as a sequence of familiar notions.
Then comes the story. It should be interesting and comprehensible,
and it should have some unusual twists. | avoid ‘systematic’ analysis:
the elements hang together beautifully, but the argument itself is from
outer space, as it were, unless it is connected with the lives and inter-
ests of individuals or special groups. Of course, it is already so con-
nected, otherwise it would not be understood, but the connection is
concealed, which means that strictly speaking, a ‘systematic’ analysis
is a fraud. So why not avoid the fraud by using stories right away?”
(Feyerabend 1999, vii).

In the preface to the posthumously-published book Cenguest of

..»‘Il&nnd(mre. A Tale of Abstraction Versus the Richness of Being (1999)

Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend, Feyerabend's fourth wife, mentions that
the unfinished work was for her husband a work that was close to his
heart for many years. She writes: “He kept working at it for years, read-
ing an immense variety of material, weaving stories and arguments,
paying attention to form and style. He very much wanted the book to
be pleasant to read, more a piece of craft than an intellectual product.”
Bert Terpstra, the book’s editor, in turn writes that during the editing
work he came to understood the worldview according to Feyerabend:
“In place of a ‘frozen’, material universe, | could perceive an open and
changeable reality, and I became able to see, and thus I was liberated
from, all sorts of fixed ideas about ‘the way things are’”

The idea of the “abundance of reality”, developed and emphasised
continuously by Feyerabend, belongs to a tradition of thought, accord-
ing to which the research objects in the human sciences — Feyerabend
would undoubtedly also add the natural sciences — are constructed
by writing about them rather than first discovering them and then
writing about them. Writing is simultaneously thinking and doing,
both observing the world and creating it. All in all, the present state
of academic writing seems to be that some people publish reports in
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ner of physicists, others write in a more essayistic style, even
o their texts “scientific prose”, while the research of others again
bles more a biography or novel.
e ir be said, just to be sure, that the thought we want to defend
ing to Feyerabend’s ideas does not prohibit writing about the
ace of an external reality. Instead, the emphasis lies in writing
as one of the forms in which reality is created. It is true that at
«t the rat of realism can bite; and thus arises the illusion of the
ign supremacy of a particular language or presentational system.
even realism, however, needs to be one-sided and dogmatic, as in-
many 20th-century philosophical and artistic schools of thought
: shown.
When discussing artistic research, it is important to emphasise that
ways of perceiving the world other than writing, which is based
use of language — not least the rich formal languages of music
the wondrous sensations they produce. Feyerabend (1999, 268)
jes: “Our surroundings. the entire physical universe included, are
yt simply given. They respond to our actions and ideas. Theories and
nciples must therefore be used with care. Most of them exclude
fics and personal matters; speaking bluntly (though not untruth-
we can say that they are superficial and inhumane.”
this sense, Feyerabend is, like Dewey and Marx, an Aristotelian
er, for whom the measure of reality is a well-functioning human
ice (Feyerabend 1999, 266), which can be created when several
es interact, begin to exchange thoughts and to trust one another.
human practices are not created if methodology is perceived as
icing activity, or if politics is perceived as an expert-substantiated
alternatives, or if art is perceived as territorial marking.

4



2.2.2 Experience and art

Experiential democracy and the abundance of theories and paradigms
are well suited as a background to practice-based research for at least
two reasons. The methods of natural science can not be used, for the
very simple reason that the methods expressis verbis bracker out the
thing that is studied in practice-based research, namely the experience
of the artist, and the skilful conduct of the practitioner. Therefore,
first, practice-based research needs access to experience in all its vari-
ety. Laborative or observed nature does not, even in principle, grant
such an access, neither does the transcendental structure of reason.
Second, the role of practice-based research in the wider artistic and
scientific community demands that it, in a self-reflective and self-criti-
cal way, is aware of its own grounds and possibilities. Practice-based
research, especially in the arts, has to take the existence of experi-
ence and consciousness seriously, even the existence of experience that
does not live under the laborative lens. Furthermore, practice-based
research has to take into account the possibility that it has a wider
than academic effect, even when theoretical, practice-based research
in the arts has an effect on future artistic experience, be it individual
or collective. Practice-based research in the arts can not presume that
it is neutral with regard to artistic practices or skills.

Practice-based research can not rely on the interpretations of either
naturalism or transcendentalism, since it has to discuss forms of expe-
rience outside their reach. In naturalism, experience is structured by
constructing artificial environments and by controlling the parameters
of that environment. In an experiential setting, the environment (the
laboratory) is controlled as precisely as possible, so that the repetition
of the experiment becomes possible. Furthermore, the observations are
expressed in an abstract form: the mathemarical expressions are not in-
tended to capture the experience in its specificity, but the phenomenon
in its generality. The formalism describes the phenomenon in abstracto,
not this or that experience in their concrete “thisness”, haecceity. The
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ental setting is created for repeatability and against the richness
experience. The areas of experience thus created can be conrtrolled,
B icd, quantified, and manipulated. A kind of openness and critical-
ssues: the repeatability of the experiments guarantee that in princi-
wfyone can at will repeat them by trusting in observation only.
‘The repeatability at will and maximal control of the environment
ired by naturalist science can not characterise the research in the
| sciences or the arts, not least because those fields are, by defini-
dealing with something irrepeatable and possibly unique. The
omena of culture, such as artistic practices or works of art, can
t be purified of all of their specific properties: potentially, all the spe-
c shades of meaning are important. Furthermore, these phenomena

can not always be analysed into parts or repeared at will. Consequent-

ctice-based research in the arts has to attain an ideal of openness
criticality by other means. Experience as such has to be conceptu-
sed in ways that are not in use in the natural sciences. Experiential-
» openness, the possibility of sharing and communicating an artistic
ill are not the same as the universality of facts in the natural sciences.
perience can be shared or common in ways that bypass the at-will
eatability of laborative observation. As was noted above, parts of
wral science have also had to let go of the requirements of repeat-
and predictability.
Experience includes parts that are neither observation nor percep-
Experience in general is a continuum from the indistinct and
x-like torrent to the clear and precise structure of reasoning or
rolled observation. The flux-like end of the continuum does not
ot a subject-object-distinction, an observer-observed distinction.
§ non-distinction is a good sign for practice-based research in the
since questions about the nature of the subject, the object, ob-
ation, individuation and so forth may be at the centre of artistic
ttices, skills and research. Therefore, it is good for practice-based
in the arts not to get tied into methodological views that in-
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clude a decisive and absolute distinction berween the (experiencing)
subject and the (observed) object as a condition of inquiry. To make
such an assumption would be uncritical.

'The continuum of experience has to be approached in a way that is
thoroughly hermeneutical: in practice-based research experience looks
at experience and thereby produces new experience. This is the basic
assumption underlying something like experiential democracy. In re-
search, experience looks at itself in a circular way, thereby also reorgan-
ising itself. The ways of reorganising are the methods, and there are as
many methods as there are types of experiential change. In principle,
no area of experience is left out of the loop: not in principle, but in
practice, of course, this happens where one has o choose some sort of
starting points for the research. Everything in experience may, in prin-
ciple, be scrutinized and reorganised, but not at the same time, and not
at will. Through this approach, the ideals of openness and criticality are
realized in new ways. The crucial question for the necessary criticality is
how to conceptualise experience in its hermeneutical nature.

That experience is hermencutical through and through raises not
only questions of validity for the interpretation, but also for recognis-
ing that interpretations are not final, that experience has no end or
ground and that, therefore, constant criticism is the only way to go
forward. The hermencutic circle starts from the given interpretation of
the phenomenon to be investigated. The received view, the prominent
interpretation, is the starting point, and the first task is to doubt and
criticise this interpretation that always already is there. In the spirit of
experiential democracy, this criticism can be directed to any direction:
the objectives of the research give a clue regarding the best direction
to be taken. Thus, the scientific ideal of being critical means in the
context of experiential democracy a multi-directionality of criticism,
methodological pluralism, and the admittance of the groundlessness
and circularity of experience (taken together, these desiderata imply
the recognition of the ethical dimension of hermeneutical research).

Experience and Language

his context, language has o be understood in a wide sense, includ-
meaning-giving activirties beyond the spoken or written word.
openness of practice-based research may, in fact, demand ways of
sression that are not exclusively propositional. This kind of research
ncerns skills and practices that can be criticised precisely enough
v in the skills and practices themselves. The self-reflective reor-
sation of the skill can be communicated and effected using the
age of the skill itself, especially when constructed through the

ersubjectivity and conceptual framework of rescarch. The role of

-propositional expression does not necessarily mean a diminution
f intersubjectivity, since the language of the skill might, in fact, be
more open to the relevant community. This does, of course, mean that
ression can not be an “individual creation”, but rather a commen-
. a criticism of the common and collective tradition.

'[hc ideal of openness is achieved by making explicit the relationship
en theoretical experience and artistic experience; the relationship
to be methodologically justified. Openness does not rely on the
pposition of universality, but has to actively strive for increased
subjectivity. For instance, when doing research on a phenomenon
does not permit a clear and distinct subject-object distinction
h as quantum mechanical phenomena, learning a first language,
ing in love, forgetring, etc.), the research itself can not be expressed
ways that are at the same time conceptually consistent and complete
mparison to quantum mechanics is, once again, intriguing). The
uage has to be open, critical and intersubjective, not universal or
pletc This is yet another methodological requirement arising from
sclﬁreﬂecr;v1ty of hermeneutical research: one can not insist that
theoretical description and language must include conceptual cat-
s and tools that destroy the experience they are about.
practice-based research, the problem with language is to avoid
pitfalls of introversion, of hermetical traditions (including solipsis-
ividualism), and of uncritical repetition. Hermetic introversion is
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avoided by being well acquainted with the tradition of the field one is
working in, and by making clear why the research is relevant to the com-
munity. Uncritical repetition can be counteracted by the same means,
as well as by not accepting the traditional, given interpretation. Being
unhistorical is being uncritical, being repetitive is being unscientific.

The traditional interpretation can be questioned and the position
of one’s own research can often be shown in more precise terms by
using non-propositional expressions. It is clear that visual representa-
tions, models, graphs, and so on have a high cognitive value when it
comes to natural science. Furthermore, it is clear that the skill of visual
knowledge presentation can be intersubjectively reviewed and devel-
oped. Therefore it should come as no big surprise that with regards 1o,
for instance, artistic skills of the visual kind, a visual presentation of
claims, even claims having a conceptual bearing, can be best done in
a visual medium. The major difference in comparison to visualizations
and the like in the natural sciences is that in practice-based research
the point is not only to illustrate or represent pre-existing propositional
knowledge, but to unveil and criticize non-propositional conventions
and skills by using the medium itself®

At the same level of language, however, one must see to it that
the connection from artistic research to experience and its uniqueness
does not disappear. If one wants to preserve the uniqueness of experi-
ence one must give up the aim of bringing experience under universal

5 Asan example of research in which the non-propositional expression works in
open and crirical ways, one can mention Juha Suonpii’s PhD dissertation Petoku-
van raadollisuus (“The wretchedness of the image of the predatory animal, 2002).
Suonpii discusses the impasse that natural photography faces if it relies solely
on notions and definitions of “authenticity”. The text of Suonpii's dissertation
analyses the discourse on nature photography, while the photographs included in

the book show how the traditions of nature photography can be criticized and its

limits overstepped in photography itself.

surability and thus generally applicable for all people at all
Any experience that can be arbitrarily repeated by anyone is
r 2 unique experience. Thus, studying the unique experience
ays inevitably anti-universal, local and case-relative. The univer-
es become commonalities, not for everybody at all times, but for
@fus now, in this particular case. One must take seriously the
ity that the areas of knowledge, experience and research are in
ciple inter-subjective — they are, at least after a certain degree of
-.bpcn to everyone who is willing and approachable — but they are
essarily universal (see Vadén & Hannula 2003 with regards to
rricularism and localism).

instance, by following such philosophers as Richard Rorty and
dair MacIntyre, we can get o grips with very important viewpoints
criticise both universality and a rationality defined as generally
icable; that is, with ideas which are interlinked in a very essential
y with the background and opportunities of artistic research. In
Book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (1980) Rorty shows that
ilosophy, no matter what approach it takes, does not have an inde-
nt and neutral reference relationship. In other words, philosophy
not offer an ultimate certainty and means of solving disputes and
ns — unlike what many people still sincerely would like to believe.
osophers appeal to the elements and rules of their own language
, very rarely looking beyond these limits and limitations. The
Lis not one truth or certainty but a mishmash of different versions
ity competing with one another; a situation for which there is
ution other than linguistic arguments, and claims that can never
itee the desired end result. Meaningful interaction, however,
arily requires that the claims in each case are openly and trans-
tly located and localised. The importance of Maclntyre, on the
hand, is evident in the critique of rationality. Maclntyre (1988)
ins in detail how the concept of rationality is anything but obvi-
" neutral. Rationality, just like any other central concept, can be



strongly traced back to the value world supported by each version of

reality. It can not be perceived without an interpretation of justice, and
it is not meaningful without a clearly demarcated temporal and local
context. Nevertheless, according to Maclntyre, this does not lead to

relativism but to the acceptance that each tradition itself justifes its
own deeds and values. It is particularly important to note that despite

this, it is possible, desirable and sometimes even obligatory to compare
different traditions and versions of reality. The criteria in use in each
case, however, are always value-laden. The question is, yet again, about
the ability to both believe in one’s own starting points and understand
them through comparisons and debates, as well as to create suthcient
critical distance from them.

2.3 Beyond Objectivism and Relativism: Ethical
Encounters

It is clear that if and when research has its background in treating all
areas of experience in a democratic way, questions of ethics become
very prominent. Indeed, we contend that looking from a scientific-
philosophical point of view there is a third alternative beyond petri-
fied objectivism and toothless relativism: ethically-aware scientific and
artistic research. A research that is aware of its own starting points
and goals and has a critical view towards them, and which undertakes

a debate also with other starting points withourt giving up its own or

perceiving its own as superior, is the third and — so we would claim
— most mature alternative for a theory of knowledge. In any case, rec-
ognising the ethical dimension and the conscious discussion abour it
is a necessary condition of scientific research.

Following Feyerabend’s philosophy of science viewpoint, artistic:

research is encapsulated as a researching attitude, a question about
what the relation of the researcher is to the object of the research. In
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ic research — and in no way do we want to exclude other areas of
either — the researcher secks as openly as possible a relation-

to the object of the research, with the aim of being aware of her
presuppositions, wishes, desires, interests and fears. Researching
hus an event that emerges relatively gradually, where one strives to
ive what and why the issues and things dealt within each case

, and forcing the researcher to think who and where she is. This
also that the writer, researcher, listener and the one who experi-

aces must have the courage to take a personal standpoint.
One should try to justify the viewpoint one is presenting. The
ltitude of interpretations and methods must not refer to anything

ond the interpretation and plurality. To quote a Finnish sociolo-
Antti Eskola: “At the finishing line [the researcher] must have

courage to tell who, in her opinion, has won.” (Eskola & Kurki,

, 223). The competition metaphor is perhaps not the best im-
for doing research, nor for seeking the truth, but the message is

ar: the (artistic) researcher must present a substantiated viewpoint,
thich inevirably is contradictory and in a polemical relationship to
ther viewpoints.

But no interpretation or choice can ever be justified if one can not
it from what basis and with what needs and suppositions the in-
tation is made. Natural science or philosophy, not to mention
ic research, can not be made from some God-like point of view.
efore, one’s own angle on the research object must be recognised
explained, and thus brought to the unfolding reality.

A part of the interpretational nature of artistic research is that it

omes possible only when it can turn out to be boring, stupid and
ional — in other words, bad and unsuccessful. There is also a

linked with interpretationality, a risk that one must take. With-

the risk any interpretation will remain floating, sometimes even
ndly so, bur still nevertheless withour a touching point with the
d. Research is then neither ethical nor localised. It is not any-
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thing that one would rake seriously. To quote Gianni Vattimo (1999):
“The interpretation is characterised by its parrticular indecisiveness,
which at the same time is the undefined opening up of the research-
ers towards abundance and failure.” Arriving at the same point from
another direction, Kuhn (1962) pointed out that the price of scientific
discovery is the risk of being wrong. The question is ultimarely about
the researcher’s duty to take a standpoint and present a substantiated
view of the research object, whether it be the artists’ own work or
something else.

There is a story about the etymology and meaning of the word
“ethics” which well describes the meaning of the localness, interpreta-
tionality and encounter for the Aristotelian good practice. It has been
claimed that Homer used the word ethos to describe something that in
Finnish can be called “elinpiiri” (“circle of life”), that is, a territory or
habitat. Ethes is the area of interest and meaning which is defined by a
particular way of human existence. It includes age, social position, sex-
ual habits, ways of thinking — the whole palette of human existence.
For instance, the ethos of a shepherd consists of sheep, the pastures,
seasons, dew on the grass, the threat of wolves, etc., but particularly
the birth of these concrete conditions of life, their coming together
as understandable and functioning entities and good practices. The
need for ethical considerations and justifications materialises because
we are not all shepherds. Some soldiers wanting to cross the pasture
have a very different ethos, aims, goals and way of seeing the world
and assessing what is meaningful to them. The encounter of these two
habitats, two different ethoses, creates a new third ethos, a habirar
where the different ethoses of the shepherd and the soldier meet. The
shepherd can no longer imagine that everybody lives as she does, her
habitart no longer consists only of the life of a shepherd but also — pos-
sibly even reluctantly — the life of a soldier and his goals. Correspond-
ingly, the soldier notices, in one way or another, the existence of the
shepherd and the options afforded by it.

(hrough these two localities there is a state of shared experience,
h is a third shared locality. This third place is the area of ethics
, Hannula 2001, Vadén & Hannula 2003, chapter 5). The third
offers the opportunity for listening, being next to and being-with
then also criticising. It is a question of tolerance and hospitality,
not being-for in one direction or another.

The first stage "ethics”, in other words the commitment to one’s own
itat and its formations and the frustration due to the difference of
ers, is not really ethics ac all. Ethics, questioning, and justification
aly start in the second stage, when one’s own ethos is challenged in
encounters with other ethoses. As a second stage phenomenon,
ics has its beginning and end in abundance.

Despite the ancient nature of the story, it is in fact a more recent
pe. We believe that this is the very thing that Zygmunt Bauman
995) referred to when he spoke about postmodern morality at the

ividual level. She, the person we call an individual, a person who
icipates, not alone but always together as a part and party in a
icular community, has awoken. She has become aware of the
ged situation, which does not dissolve into relativism, but where
nally personal responsibility and freedom are touched. And so too
ality, which is full of difficult choices; choices nevertheless that
innot be avoided and from which one cannot hide behind secure
ers. The only consolation in making these choices is that nobody
es them alone, but is always a part of a certain background, tradi-
and context.

Following Rorty (1991), the question indeed is: what communities
traditions does the person undertaking artistic research actively
it to belong to? The sad thing is that sometimes we are happy with
ntext where we find ourselves — and yet again sometimes not.
politics of the everyday — and how we can cope with it — is how
specifically handle this conflict. But Rorty continues. The other
ve question is: What is our approach to loneliness? We can not



underestimate or despise such a question. It is useless to claim that one
would enjoy one’s existence maximally only if and when one is alone,
Despite the journey and need to make decisions, the question is about
being in the world, about the pressures and needs stemming from this
and how this relationship is carried out.

2.30 Ethical encounters

Artistic research defined as a democracy of experiences demands
numerous varied, challenging and experimental encounters, where
the different parties can encounter each other reciprocally. The con-
tent and nuances of the encounter are created along the way: in the
searches, while searching, when recounting, when listening, when
clashing, when facing each other eye-to-eye, flesh-in-flesh. Leaning on
the Aristotelian tradition, the good life is the search for the good life.
Such a claim is not a tautology. On the contrary, it only takes for real
(and admits) that the substance of the good life — or the third place
— must be continuously created and repeatedly characterised, based
on choices that continuously lunge at, or sneak upon, us. This is the
politics of the everyday, where the self-image and view of the world of
the actors — the being-in-the-world — is slowly formed.

The encounter occurring in artistic research must always be a little
bir faltering, assailing essence and localisation. The faltering is in any
research natural and a part of the research process itself. Even though
the end result is unknown, the attitude and method through which
research is carried out does not have to be ambiguous. The person
undertaking the journey knows what she is doing. There is no reason
to doubt the process itself — or at least there is no reason to apologise.
Instead, the sleepy space opening up ahead must be taken possession
of, and one must participate in the shaping of that space and place.
Curiously and attentively. By being awake.

he everyday — its stifling, oppressing and redeeming presence — is
for the encounter. And so, 100, a sense of proportion and cour-
searching for an encounter, the untangling and developing, is an
e, It is convinced, trusting, It is able to laugh at itself in its self-
idence, and to question its own starting point. It is never insolent
de, though nevertheless undeniably slightly childish or over-keen
lways busy, and ready to receive by listening and comparing.

the sake of simplicity and economy of presentation, we can
me the parties of the encounter with the boring but adequately
pseudonyms A and B. Before the encounter, A and B are in
pation that they can not or do not want to escape. They can be in
same situation and in one way or another in the same space. A and
ght know each another, or come from the same small town, On
ther hand, it is very possible that A and B have never previously
ged a word and only now meet face to face for the first time, A

B can, in other words, be from different parts of the same country

continent or from different cardinal directions. These derails are

ortant yet external to the basic principle itself, which, we claim, is
ingful in all encounters and in the perception of any type, shape
ly of being together. A and B thus are figuratively speaking face
¢. They do not yet meet but are aware that in one way or another

p must live in the same space and situation. Putting things in pro-
tion, making contacts, zigzagging and contacting begins.

 the background is always (in practice) a misunderstanding, the
ibility of putting oneself completely into the thoughts or ethos of
one else. You can not bur misunderstand, and therefore the question
really about understanding, but about the relationship between
d B, about what they achieve, and what kind of relationship they
le to form. The most important prerequisite is accepting that one
Ot try to understand the other oné forcibly, thus trying to rule and
oL, It similarly follows that we neither understand nor control even
=completely ourselves — our desires, needs, wishes and anxieties.




In this sense, our view of ethical encounters and cross-cultural L oceeded into. The style and scene of the events are known. What
tly happens in the framework and thart specific time and place
eft completely open.

~ A and B are able to move away, to free themselves from the ac-

communication is dialectical and Hegelian rather than idealized
and Habermasian.® In the Habermasian tradition, cross-cultural un-
derstanding is made possible by a shared universal goal (successful
communication, rationality), and contains always the epistemological
problem of not being certain if A has understood B correctly. In the
Hegelian tradition, on the other hand, the basic situation is character-
ised by an ontological misunderstanding: A does not fully understand
herself, and neither does B. But it is this ontological impossibility
and impurity that makes the dialectical and open process of cross-
cultural communication possible: particular epistemological processes
of (mis)understanding are made possible by the shared ontological
misunderstanding. To put it bluntly: A and B might want to try ta
(mis)understand each other, because they are not ready or complete. cket, on top of which A and B seck a balance. But it is a precarious
ch-pad; and to avoid falling oft they have to seek the balance to-
er. It is crude, everyday socialising, full of snags and annoyingly

omed way of perceiving themselves and their surroundings. This
Jlacement itself is already unbelievably difficult and demanding, It
us that both A and B admit that it is possible that they are maybe
ncorrect in their assumptions after all, that their earlier viewpoints
perhaps incomplete, biased and even completely erroncous, and
hat their ethos is not the only one available. Admitting this is a strange
essential task. It is a shove and a push, the power that makes room
the contacts and discussion between A and B, for comparisons and
endly reasing. A connection is created, a launch-pad for a booster

On the journey itself what is essential is that one dares to free
oneself from the already known tried and tested ways of perceiving
oneself and one'’s relationship to the surroundings. It is a question
of opening up slightly, activating viewpoints and the view of the

, where the inevitability of being together is already accepted.
¢ need do no more than perceive those tools and methods, rules
world. It can not, and it must not, mean leaving behind all that d social niceties of how being together is framed and sustained.
one has learnt and all that one believes in, but rather a constructive

detachment, a distancing and a courage to move from certainty to

We speak, in other words, about a mutual understanding based on
lcommon foundation. Through small and fumbling grips and strokes
uncertainty; that is, to such a situation where you know roughly the d with heaving stomachs, A and B can perceive basic issues that they
e and think about in a similar way but about which they are not
the same opinion. It is a foundation that is continuously growing
t does not, however, rise up into the clouds. The building is being

t slowly, but the foundations give support and safety. Continuity
fact, the only thing that A and B have. In the best instance they
derience the third locality, but it is not permanent. The mutual basic

t, the human factor, is permanent, more specified, and compara-

direction of your journey but at the same time, nevertheless, you
can not be certain where your journey will take you. A and B dare to
take a risk. They step in to unknown territory; their movement has
been filled with open, Hexible suppositions. Both have to sense or
guess that the chosen direction could be the right and meaningful
one. Still, there is no certainty about it, By using a story as a crutchy.
A and B are clear about what kind of story framework they have

1y more permanent. There is a will and ability to respect the desires,
and wishes of the other, so that one’s own wishes and needs also
sufficiently acknowledged. Neither will probably ever get enough

6 Here we follow the description in Zizek (1997, 49).
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attention, tenderness, esteem, jelly beans, compassion, respect and
love. They will not at least get everything they want, but that is not
the point. A very important role is played by the concept and attitude
“good enough™. It translates into a natural thought that you should
not strive for perfection in anything you do, but that in relation to the
circumstances the end result is adequare.

The same attitude concerns the shaping of the encounter, The basis
for an encounter does not need to be a striving for “ideal communica-
tion” or a shared “universal rationality”. One only needs a sufficient
reason to strive towards “second choices” in the “third space”. The area
of ethics is not mine, nor is it yours. It is not the area of the first, inborn
behaviour, but the shared, third area. At the same time, the ethical ne-
gotiations are not first choices but second choices. And finally, ethical
second choices in the third area need “only” a sufficient reason.

The question of what is “sufficient” becomes crucial, We are in-
clined ro follow Feyerabend (1999) in thinking that the grounds for
this kind of cross-cultural claim-setting are often quite unprincipled
and opportunistic, rather than the high-minded goals often presented
by philosophers (such as coherence, consensus, rationality, and the
like). This does not, however, mean that coherence or rationality would
not be good goals, or that (minimal) openness would mean abandon-
ing such criteria. Quite the contrary: it seems to us that the analysis of
notions like experience, reason and justice presented by, for instance,
John Dewey (1958) or Stuart Hampshire (2000) resonate very well
with the idea of "sufficient” grounds for ethical encounters.

Perfectionism in itself can be worth striving for, if only it is con-
nected with the individual herself. But perfectionism can be treacher-
ous if and when it has a strongly limiting influence on habits and the
opportunities to be together, to seck being together. One can take as
an example the parties of almost any relationship. None of us can
ever be a perfect father, mother, husband or wife, researcher or janitor.
Even gazing at perfectionism can be blinding - the darkening of the

sun instead of the improvement of the lighting. Emphasis must be put
on the word “sufficient’, which emphasises that the question is abour
:.émcticality, the fact that the matrer is dealt with and somchow keeps
together, that one can live with the situation, and that later one must
try to repair and develop it. One listens to oneself, one’s surroundings,
and fellow human beings. Before we even arrive at the port and the
sea view opening up from it, there are a few limitations and condi-
tions connected to leaving on and surviving the ensuing sea journey.
They will not make the boat itself easy to handle but at least perhaps
‘more scaworthy and sturdy, gutsy and full of stamina. One’s travel bag
should therefore contain, apart from the ability to question, at least:
1) a consciousness about the fact that the other party must not be ob-
jectified, and 2) the knowledge that the relationship must take place
dowly, by waiting, hanging around, lingering, letting the dust settle
and the discharges dissipate, letting the clashes of the skirmishes and
debates smoulder. If A and B cannot avoid treating each another as
objects, or if one of them treats the other like an object, the encounter

comes to nothing,
Bauman (1995, 63) equates avoiding objectification with an emo-
tional attitude. This time emotionality takes us comparatively far, while
at the same time placing several limitations upon us. One gets a grip
‘on emortionality by changing one's opinions, and seeing what objecti-
fication in itself is and means. The object is treated like an object. It is
Jinstrumentalised in order to promote its user’s goals. It is moved from
~one place to another, analysed, cut up, defined, measured, and catego-
rised. Many things are done with it, but there is always one thing that
temains. Nothing in all likelihood is asked from it. It is observed and
used. In other words, avoiding objectification means thart the parties
must listen and give each other a chance, let the opinions and claims
be and breath without them being stunted, banalized or glued to stere-
- otypes and prejudices — in advance or during the process.




2.3.2 Openness, criticality and ethics: a methodological summary

It is not very productive to carry our artistic research in such a way
that a person is first the artist who does the art and then becomes the
researcher in order to study thar artist. In this case the experience and
skill of the artist does not direct the research in anything than subcon-
scious and opaque ways. The doctrine of two worlds cuts through not
only the research work but also the researcher. In this way of thinking,
the artist is seen as a practical subject that later becomes the object
of the researcher-subject. The researcher and the artist that is being
researched could just as well be anybody else. From a methodological
point of view, in the model of two works and two worlds it is only coin-
cidental that the artist and researcher are one and the same person.
Research that has been needlessly divided into two can lead to dis-
torted results. There are two alternatives. The first is that the arcist and
the scientist are the same person, and this issue is considered to have no
effect. If this is the case, artistic research, which has both an “artistic’
and ‘scientific’ part, has not brought forth any additional value. The
artist-researcher has only piled work on top of work, and in the worst
case scenario has blurred the character of artistic research. In the sec-
ond alternative, the fact that the artist and researcher exist in the same
person is seen to have some meaning. If in this case the work is divided
into two parts it leads to a methodological failure: there is no conscious
thematization of the relationship between the artistic and scientific re-
search. It is not seen as an organic part of research or interpreted from
the point of view of the research object. In both instances, the method-
ological aim of artistic research has not been achieved. In other words,
the artistic experience has not guided research openly and critically, nor
has the artistic and scientific experience touched or hurt each other.
The methodological aim of research based on the democracy of
experience is specifically to show how the artistic experience and scien-
tific theorisation interact with one another, guide one another and in-
fluence one another, and how this creates critically reflective research.
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A part of the research must be concerned with how experientiality in
chis very specific case and moment guides the theoretical formation
of knowledge, and vice versa, and how the theory born from reading,
thinking and debate gives direction to artistic experience. Otherwise,
the scientific and artistic experiences remain ecither detached or com-
plcrcly mute to one another.

As noted, questions about the subject and object, observations,
individuality, objects and entities, and so forth, can be the central

strengths of any activity and skill. Therefore, there is no reason for the

methodology of artistic research to be tied to research by observation,
where the separation of the experiencing subject and the observing
object is presupposed and required already before undertaking the re-
search. Such a presupposition would be uncritical. There is no reason
to define or structuralise the concept of experience any more than this.
As a starting point, everything can be the flow of experience, where
you can not step into it even once with the same foor.

The experiential continuum must be approached hermeneutically:
in the artistic research, experience studies experience, producing new
experiences. Research is the circular way for experience to study, or-
ganise and change itself, and no areas or axioms of experience remain
in principle outside this circular self-reflection — or at least in principle;
but in practice, of course, there are such areas in every research.

In this way, the realisation of the goals of criticality and openness
receive a new form. Central for criticality is conceptualising experience
and understanding its hermeneutical nature. Hermeneutics means not
only looking for the correctness and competence of interpretation but
also recognising its ambiguity and need for continuous critique. The
hermenecutical study of experience begins by looking at the interpreta-
tion thar always already exists of some form of experience. The next
thing is to cast doubt on that interpretation, its background and con-
clusions. With the democracy of experience this critical doubting must
in principle be aimed in an arbitrary direction. Criticality in the con-
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text of the democracy of experience means specifically: i) multi-direc-
tionality, ii) lack of ultimate foundations, and iii) admitting circularity
and, cherefore, also the ethical nature of the interpretation.

These three basic forms of criticality become evident in different
ways depending on the object, demarcation and interest of the research
in each specific case. Admitting circularity corresponds with the fact
that in artistic research one must also tell others about the meaning of
the presented information with regards to skills and artistic practices
as well as their wider individual and social connections. This interac-
tion between the research and research object forms the ethical dimen-
sion of the research. Artistic research is a part of its object and alters
it. The lack of ultimate foundations requires participation in ever-new
critical rounds, in order to increase the abundance of interprerations.

Multi-directionality gives arristic research not only the opportu-
nity to emphatically question the practices of art and research bur also
the obligation to follow and hear the substantiated critiques of other
scientific fields and life forms. This implies that introversion becomes
impossible. [n the research it must be clear how the understood and
interpreted experience and the artistic experience are connected.

The radical nature of the democracy of experience lies in the facr
that, among other things, the different forms of experience must be able
to present to each other the conditions and demands regarding changes;
for the reason that physics or some specialised science would not be in
the position to set boundaries for the competence of other sciences, but
also so that artistic research sets demands on the competence of physics.
Our knowledge of whar artistic experience is, what the skill and tradi-
tion linked with it are, can decisively influence what kinds of interpreta-
tions of the observations concerning the physical world are valid.

In order for the research-based interpretation of the experience
to be possible, and in order for its consequences for other research
and thinking to be as clear as possible, artistic research must take a
standpoint with regards to the background suppositions of man, her
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being-in the-world, and her way of experiencing and knowing. The
methodology of artistic research must continuously be aware of the
interweaving of the facts and values in a way which is impossible for
naive research methods. Interpretational research can not be sliced
into ‘real’ pure research and its application.

By clarifying the relationship between knowledge and experience
based on human understanding, one eventually also avoids the dual-
ism of two works, that is, the separation of the researcher and artist.
The distance may be needed temporarily, for instance when there is a
wish to change - perhaps even thoroughly - artistic or scientific prac-
tice. Recognising such knowledge within a non-propositional presen-
tation can, of course, be difficult and requires courage and discipline
from the tutors and critics of the research. The author of the work does
indeed do well if she eases as much as possible the understanding of
these issues, particularly in the present stage of things, where tutoring
and assessing research and even student work based on artistic prac-
tices are still in the initial stages in many educational institutions.

When experience interprets experience, organising it into new
forms ~ in the case of research this means forms that are accessible to
others - the one who carries out the research, the “I" or perhaps rather
the “we”, is always already present in the event. As artist and art re-
searchers we can not divide our being or practices into two worlds: the
experienced world and the “actually” existing world. The researcher
and the artist are in a continuous way part of the same flux of experi-
ence. The artistic practice and the scientific practice take place in one
world, one person, one being, even though we might imagine it other-
wise. As Juha Varro (2000) so characteristically expresses it, as human
beings, as interpreters of experience, through experience “we are put
to the stake”. Artistic research takes place at that same stake where art
also rakes place; otherwise the topic has been changed and the mean-
ing of research has been betrayed. There is no cold distance berween
the two worlds, but rather the interpretation has fire under its tail.
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Here, the criticality and self-reflexivity of research is a means towards
openness, Making the relationship between artistic research and artistic
experience conscious, methodologically justified and critically reflective,
as well as showing this relationship to others, is the way by which the
lock can be opened. The opening can not in this case rest on the assumed
general applicability of the naive founding methods of science, but it
must create as much general applicability and divisibility as possible.

The challenge of the language of artistic research lies in accessing
the commonality and openness of expression, while at the same time
retaining the uniqueness of the experiential marerial. The risk is in-
troversion and credulity; while these are counteracted by knowing the
tradition and doubting, criticising, renewing and abandoning it. When
experience interprets itself, organises itself into new forms, in the case
of research into open forms that are accessible to others, the author of
the research is always already included as its object. The subject of the
research, with its collective background — the tradition, language, prac-
tices, and instruments of skill and research — are a part of that field of
interpretation which must be critically doubted. This is linked not only
with doubting the exactness of the hermeneutic interpretation as well as
its profundity, but also with the way that artistic research implements
the ideal of openness. Openness can not be about arbitrary repeatabil-
ity or the universality of mathematical formulas, but rather the public
domain linked with language, how “I” can say something that can be
commonly shared in the language that opens up to “us”.

Through the democracy of experience and the idea of abundance,
the hermeneutic approach to both ourselves and our environment — as
well as in regards to what we are interested in, how we research the
object, and what our attitude to it is — becomes the starting point for
artistic rescarch.

As is well known, critical hermeneutics is two-pronged. It includes
two thoughts and attitudes that proceed in order: 1) listening and 2)
constructive critique. Critical hermeneutics starts with what is here
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and now. First, the traditional interpretation is listened to in respect

to how things present themselves, as if of their own accord. Second,

the traditional interpretation - its goodness, exactness, and aptness -

is questioned. The self-evident nature of things and phenomena, their
assumed meanings, is questioned. A new interpretation is constructed
through critique.

What does listening mean? The ethical encounter and the relation-
ship to the Other begins from the rare ability, wish and need to listen
to what is being said. Put another way, it demands (without giving an
inch) that we give the other party the opportunity to present an argu-
ment, to reveal what they have to say in their own way and style. Of
urmost importance, in any case, is thart listening, given the opportu-
nity, is grounded in the needs and means of the person who presents
the message. The process should be described as the politics of listen-
ing, which has certain precise points of comparison tw the politics of
representation. What is essential in both cases is how the relationship
is perceived; in other words, how any kind of relationship and relativ-
ity is manifested and articulated. Who does what and how — or just
pretends to be doing something? Nevertheless, the political means that
it is a question of contradictions and their practical solutions, the ad-
aptation and turning over of opportunities.

The receiver thus must be prepared to listen. This means that one
tries to be aware of those ways in which we always anticipate things.
Prejudices must be revealed. It is quite unnecessary to uphold the illu-
sion about ideal and neutral communication and encounters. Encoun-
tering otherness requires instead a critical gaze and the acquirement of
distance from one's own starting points and needs. There must be air
- airiness. At the same time, the difhiculty of the situation elucidates
the whole relationship and its disproportionality. Thinking in advance
about the presuppositions of almost any encounter can not but lead
to a situation where the listener is not capable of everything that the
hermeneutic principle requires of her. But this failure is inevitably a

63




part of the issue itself. The people who participate in this game, who
walk along this path, are not perfect. Something remains or does not
leave a trace. Important, however, is the desire to be and to be exposed,
and at least to try and listen to what the other one says. It is probably
self-evident that this kind of openness cannot be only planned in ad-
vance. In the encounter one must retain space to let things happen.
This is nothing mystical, only something thoroughly boringly pracri-
cal. The relationship cannot be born if the space-time and energy it
requires have already been used up or filled.

From pleasure, or a possible pleasure, we get to the other section
of the hermeneutic starting point. The time for constructive criticism
comes after the relationship - no matter how bumpy or fuzzy it might
be - has opened up between the listener and the message, and simul-
tancously between the message and the one who conveys the message.
Constructive criticism means above all that the received message is
placed in the listener's own context and locality. This, again, means
exactly the same as when one asks what this claim, work, harmonica
break, or whatever, means to me — here and now. What does this pro-
posed statement tell me about my life, my relationship with myselfand
my environment? The first part of the word pair ‘constructive criticism’
holds within it a continuum to the first principle of hermeneutics. The
critique must be faithful to the starting point and aim to continue ro
maintain the relationship that has been begun with grear difficulty.

That relationship should not and must not be maintained by just
any old means. One must dare to give up and admit that ir all went
wrong. And so what! There will be another chance, and one after thar.
Frustration of the first degree leads to a new attempt of the second de-
gree. But let us assume, nevertheless, that the relationship continues,
that it continues critically, and that, as part of the process, the listener
interprets how the message relates to what has been heard earlier. The
aim is, thus, to dismantle and go through what and how something
is being claimed. “The ethical” means trying to outline the ways and

‘means of how perhaps to proceed in the near future, starting from this
situation, after what has been said, and after the results of the criical
;mi[ude towards what has been said. This is not a journey to the top of
a mountain: one continues the journey in a spiral — also known as the
‘hermeneutic circle.

In the best case scenario, listening and a constructively critical rela-
tionship have created an unusual and even surprising situation, where
something unexpected has been born, something which only stems
from the encounter of two parties;” in other words, from an encounter
which involves taking turns. Vattimo writes: “The interpretation is not
a description by a ‘neutral’ observer, but a dialogical event where those
who discuss are equally involved and from which they leave changed;
they understand one another to the extent that they have been in-
cluded into the third horizon, which does not belong to either, but into
which they have been placed and which puts them in place.” (Vattimo
1999, 20).

How does the previously presented claim about the ethical starting
point aftect the journey itself? There is reason to openly admit thar it is
-Stmngly limiting — though that would hardly be surprising, as we have
come this far. The journey available, this time an exploration, is a typi-
«cal ethical project. It requires almost too much. The distance between
the need to listen and the time necessary for a critical approach can be
excessively long. In the background lurks not the possibility but the
probability of failure. The situation is not pitiful, but emphatically the
prerequisite for ethics.

7 Philosophically, it is that which is unexpected and new rhat opens the ethical,
third place (see Vadén & Hannula 2003; also Zizek 2003, Badiou 2002),




